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Generally speaking, there is no difference between the concept of Bengali nationalism ( perceived as a by product of Ekushey Chetona and National Liberation Struggle of 1971 )and Bangladeshi Nationalism ( aligns more with the concept of nationaal security and national economy than culture- related issues ). Both are inherently and fiercely nationalist. The debate is more partisan in a sense that Awami League promotes the concept of Bengali nationalism and Bangladesh Nationalist Party promotes the concept of Bangladeshi nationalism. So there is no "historical conflicts" regarding this issue.

Howver, there is a significant misconception regarding Bangladeshi nationalism. BNP and their policymakers could not explain the very definition of 'Bangladeshi'. Bangladesh is a pluralistic country of people with different ethnic and religious backgrounds. Bangladesh can not be a nation of only Bengalis as there are numerous non-bengalis such as Chakma, Marma, Larma, Lusai, Saotal, et.al., who are born and brought up in Bangladesh. On the same token, we have different religions such as Islam, Hindu, Christianity, Buddhism, Animism, and others.

The author personally does not see any way, secularism, as conceived by the West, can be incorporated into Bangladeshi/Bengali culture as Bangladeshi society is too religious to separate religion from state. However, a new version of "so-called secularism" might be kept as a state principle where "secularism" means equality to every religion not separation of religion from state. Originally, as far as the Western interpretation of history with reference to state and religion is concerned, the word 'secular' means without religion. State and religion must be separate. No law of the land should be based on religion but in India this word is used in the sense of having equal respect for all religions.

The ghost of British colonial culture, "learning English and hating past Muslim regimes", has not yet left the land of Bangladesh. The preponderance of the English speaking sophisticated, professional and highly educated elite Bangladeshi Internet community is sociologically quite remarkable, even stunning given the low rates of literacy ( literacy rates of Bangladesh and India are 65% and 52% respectfully). Further, even among the literate few, an even smaller population of Bangladesh is capable of speaking in English. The composition of the Bangladeshi Internet community makes it appear as if every Bangladeshi is at least bilingual. Nothing could be further from reality. The English speaking expatriate Bangladeshi liberals generally come from privileged backgrounds having good education and sophisticated culture. 

Well, let us look into the India where the RSS, VHP, Bajrang, BJP, et.al, have been trying hard to wipe away this British colonial corrupted elite culture from India (actually Bharat or more accurately Hindustan ) despite strong protest from the half colonial half Hindu elitists. However, due to their (Hindu fundamentalists') wrong interpretation of Islamic civilization and Hindu society based on caste system - they have wrongly targeted Indian Muslims as being anti-nationals. Here the author is refraining himself from going further into details but what it is to be noted that compare to "communists" or "secularists" counter part, Hindu revivalists are much more patriotic and nationalist as far as nation building is concerned (except their attitude towards non-Hindu or more accurately Indian Muslims.) Here the author would like to get readers' attention to these lines produced from an excerpt of: http://groups.yahoo.com/group/Aalaap/message/1882 

"The asset and liability of the Hindu Bengali is his natural flair for education, love for the English language, literatures, culture (or anything connected with England and London); and the cocktail of the land, water, air and philosophy, makes him a born "secular" in outlook and "socialist" in nature. Consequently, armed with English education and drunk on the coffee of the salons and restaurants of urbane Calcutta, a Hindu Bengali dreams of becoming a universal citizen, universal poet, universal speaker with a universal mind wherein religion ostensibly has no place for his actions, thoughts and beliefs. " However, a section of Bangladeshi intelligentia is infected with the virus of Hindu Bengalis of West Bengal.

The author firmly believes that Mohammad Ali Jinnah, notwithstanding his many other weaknesses, shortcomings, and poor judgments, managed to read the deep rooted Hindu mindset and correctly identified the true nature of Hindu-Muslim relationship popularly known as "two nation theory" which is an integral part of our nationalism (for both Bangladesh and Pakistan). His proposal for independent homeland for Muslim population of India was completely far sighted and correct but the hasty way of demarcating borders between Pakistan and India was wrong.

The reasons behind riots and bloodshed during 1947 are:

A. Gandhi and other Congress, VHP, RSS and HINDUMAHASHOVA leaders could not realize the social, political, cultural strength of Muslim population in India.

B. The most blundering mistake that Gandhi made is having a very wrong idea of "We, Hindus and Muslims, are children of Mother India" but he did not realize that Muslims can never accept a half-Hindu, half-nationalist concept of Mother Indian archetype which is basically derived from ancient Hindu civilization. It can never attract millions of Muslims to affiliate themselves with their heart, soul and flesh. Compare to this, "HAT ME BIRI - MOUK ME PAN - LARKE LENGE PAKISTAN" touched the heart of remotely located Bangla speaking Muslims in the eastern part of Bengal. These people came forward - thus East Pakistan came into being despite strong protest from the Kolkata Hindu babu samaj.

C. They thought Pakistan would have never been achieved but when they realized that Pakistan is the only solution - emotion was at its peak. They had very little time to figure it out how to resolve this issue. Had they, basically Gandhi, Nehru and Patel, realized earlier ( 1944 or 1945 ) or had they been a bit more rational, and leaders from the other side reciprocated - the refugee problem along with all border demarcation issues would have been resolved very smoothly.

D. Muslim League and Congress leaders should have taken at least several years to resolve the refugee and border problem. Otherwise die-hard Indian nationalist Congress leaders would have won independence without riot and bloodshed.

The author's personal assumption:

A. Bangladesh is a Muslim nation state based on "two nation theory". As a matter of fact the word "Lahore resolution of 1940" was mentioned in 6 points demand of Sheikh Mujib in 1966. Even it was also mentioned in the 21 point demand of 1954.

B. 1947 is not "desh bagh" or "partition" - it is an integral part of our unique national history because we achieved our national border in the year of 1947. Had the people of Bangladesh fought for annexing East Pakistan to the epublic of India - it would have correctly argued that the people of Bangladesh rejec

C. In the future, 1947 will be re-evaluated and will be taught in our primary school curriculums as part of our national history along with faraezi movement, shariati movement, wahabi movement under the leadership of Titumir, Khelafat movement, Lahore resolution of 1940 proposed by Sher-e-Bangla A.K. Fazlul Haque, direct action program of Muslim league, 
events that occurred in 1946 and 1947, letters between Gandhi and Zinnah on "two nation theory" ( on the issue of Hindu nationalism in the name of Indian nationalism ), demand of Bangla as state language in the year of 1948, language movement of 1952, movement of Tamuddin Majlish in favor of Bangla, student movement of 1962, 6-points of 1966, Agartala conspiracy case, 11 points movement of Combined Student Action Committee, people's 
uprising of 1969 and national liberation of struggle of 1971.

D. We got our independent government and national flag in the year 1971. 1971 is an inevitable flow of historical events that have been initiated in 1921 and a continuation of 1947. Our historians, due to their (partly) partisan and (partly) irrational interpretation of historical events, are not able to realize the deep rooted psyche of popular Bengali Muslim mass people who were converted from a COMMUNITY to a NATION during the turmoil 
period of 1950 and 1960 through different well articulated organized democratic mass movement.

E. All the political leaders in Bangladesh are not (and can not be) secular including Bashani, Mujib, Zia, Ershad, Hasina and Khaleda. However, they are not even Islamic fundamentalist or fanatic. But from a western point of view to a large extent, all of them have/had an indifferent attitude towards "secularism" (as far as western definition is concened - state and religion must be separate thus no law of the land should be based on religion ) compared to the so-called Islamic fundamentalist counter part.
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	Nationalism Is Cornerstone of BJP's Foreign Policy
By Dr. Saradindu Mukherji 
Nationalism and national interest have been the characteristic features of the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP). But then the BJP has looked upon the entire world as one family.
The espousal of bona fide national interest, especially its commitment to cultural nationalism, has often colored other views of the BJP as a party believing in jingoism. But nationalism has a different connotation in the Indian context. It is certainly far removed from what Monroe, Palmerstone, Bismarck and Tanaka did for their countries.
As for the BJP's supreme concern for territorial integrity, it stands committed to the national pledge to make China vacate the territories it occupied during the 1962 war. At the time of the Chinese invasion, Indian Communists supported the Chinese, and Nehru could not do much.
Similarly, unlike all others, the Bharatiya Jan Sangh. which transformed into the BJP in 1977, had opposed the transfer of Berubari to East Pakistan, and more recently the transfer of Tin Bigha to Bangladesh. When a portion of Kachch was handed to Pakistan in 1965, Deendayal Upadhaya led a demonstration against Pakistan and A. Vajpayee taunted the government for practicing what he called international "bhoodan."
Sticking to that line, the BJS criticized the government on returning Haji Pir to Pakistan at Tashkhent. Again treading a lonely turf, the BJS accused Indira Gandhi of a "sellout"on the Simla accord with Pakistan on Kashmir, arguing that India could have had the Line of Control converted into an international boundary.
That takes us to one of the biggest challenges India's foreign policymakers face -- how to resolve the Kashmir problem. The BJP has maintained from the beginning that the root of the problem lies with the Nehru-Mountbatten original sin of granting article 370 and then internationalizing the issue by placing it before the United Nations.
Once in a while, India's rulers, as Prime Minister Rao did some time ago, may suddenly call for an end to Pakistan's illegal occupation of part of Kashmir. But that has turned out to be empty rhetoric in the absence of a consistent and coherent policy for Jammu and Kashmir.
Against that, the BJP has presented the policymakers with a comprehensive plan. Since the Jan Sangh days, it has been seeking Jammu and Kashmir's total integration with India. Its founder, Syama Prasad Mookherji, realizing the fatal flaw in the government's approach, led a sustained mass movement, then paid the ultimate price when he died in Sheikh Abdullah's jail.
While there is some haziness about the BJP's official line on the applicability of "hot pursuit" regarding the terrorist bases in Pakistan, several of the party's top leaders have publicly urged the international community to brand Pakistan a terrorist state and take punitive measures against it.
But any such projection of Pakistan would depend on the government's ability to publicize the nature, extent and ideology behind the ethnic cleansing of the entire Hindu-Sikh population from the Kashmir Valley, and the transformation of citizens into refugees. 
In the absence of any such drive on the part of South Block, especially in its failure to make the best possible use of various international forums such as the sessions of the U.N. Human Rights Commission at Geneva, the Indian stand is weakened. The exigencies of domestic politics dictate against such a suicidal policy.
Moreover, the government's effort to secure most-favored-nation status from Pakistan in trade and the fascination of a substantial section of India's population for increasing cultural-sporting ties with Pakistan neutralize the BJP effort to popularize and pursue a strong line against the Pakistan-sponsored jehad.
The BJP has identified Islamic fundamentalism as the greatest threat to the world, the antithesis of democracy. But what remains unclear is whether the party accepts the thesis of Harvard's Prof. Samuel Huntington which holds that ethnicity will replace ideology as a source of international conflicts in the post-communist world.
India has only lately established diplomatic relations with Israel, yet the BJS/BJP had long demanded such a step. All the other parties had opposed it, keeping in mind the domestic vote and subservience to the Islamic "ummah." 
Without being anti-Arab, it is possible to be just toward Israel. After all, Israel has never done anything against India.
The BJP has always stood for close, friendly relations with neighboring countries and has pleaded the case of Hindus, Sikhs, Christians and Buddhists in Pakistan and Bangladesh. The founding of the BJS in 1950 by S.P. Mookerji was largely caused by the merciless persecution of Hindus in East Pakistan and the inept handling of their case by the Indian government.
The BJP has made the vital distinction between refugees who are victims of religious persecution and are coming to India for shelter, safety and security, and illegal Muslim infiltrators. 
Vajpayee, as Minister for External Affairs in 1977-79, liberalized visa-passport regulations for Pakistani Muslims visiting India, thus helping to increase people-to-people contact.
This unilateral concession was supposed to lead to the establishment of friendly relations with Pakistan. But whether the hapless minorities of Pakistan, Bangladesh benefited in any way, or their sense of security or dignity increased, remains doubtful.
However, the BJP has opposed the forced repatriation of Chakma Buddhists to Bangladesh. About the Sri Lankan Tamils, it has pleaded for a political settlement, not independence. It has persistently opposed foreign intervention in the island.
Also, it wants to establish a new international economic order that would not go against the material interests of the developing nations. While pleading for a North-South dialogue, it also wants South-South cooperation.
The party's "swadeshi," or economic self-reliance, is also of great significance. Opposed to the unrestricted entry of multinationals, it does not encourage swadeshi Luddites, as the renegotiated deal for the Enron power project amply proves.
On the nuclear bomb issue, the party's stand has been consistent and clear. It has always maintained that India should have the bomb. 
In the centenary anniversary year of Netaji Subhash Bose, it is relevant to recall that as India's "first Foreign Minister" he displayed an ideal blend of national interest, ideology and pragmatism. Somehow, only the BJP appears to have imbibed his main principles.
It is the image of the BJP as a party rooted in the traditions of Bharat, its principled stand on national and international affairs and a firm refusal to compromise with any humiliation to the nation that has made it so popular with large sections of nonresident Indians.
In the absence of any expansionist and chauvinistic streak in its foreign policy, it would be a travesty of truth to characterize it as a fundamentalist Hindu party.
(The author is a Reader in Delhi University) 
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	The mutual mistrust and ill will that characterises the unending struggle between Awami League and Bangladesh Nationalist Party does not augur well for the young People’s Republic of Bangladesh. Although the AL government led by Shaikh Hasina Wajid has about completed its five year term, with national elections under a mandated (neutral) caretaker regime round the corner, the opposition and ruling parties are ominously accusing each other of violence. An AL’s crowded office in Narayanganj was bombed, with grievous casualties of over 22 dead and over 80 injured — and the cavalcade of BNP leader Begum Khaleda Zia just outside Dhaka was fired upon, though casualties were not caused. Premier Shaikh Hasina, after plainly accusing BNP has also implicated Pakistan at least as the place from where trouble makers can obtain training and lethal explosive material, and the BNP leader lost no time in blaming AL supporters for the attack on her car(s). The country became engulfed in strikes and name calling yet again, with no attention to the losses that strikes cause to Bangladesh economy.

Opposition parties in all democracies try to win power by calling in question the performance of ruling party, point to its shortcomings and project their own programmes and the ability to deliver. Lively but non-violent struggles for power by winning the hearts and minds of the electorate are desirable. But in Bangladesh these two parties object to each other per se despite considerable popular support for each. AL calls BNP anti-democratic, a relic of, and facade for, reactionary military elements —- a reference to Gen. Ziaur Rahman, Khaleda’s slain husband —- while BNP accuses AL of being subservient to the Indians, being under the influence of Hindu culture, and philosophy, and is even ready to make agreements with India that are less favourable to Bangladesh. BNP is in alliance with Jamaat-i-Islami and several other religious parties. AL takes its secular character and philosophy very seriously and its supporters had organised an impressive South Asian Conference against Communalism and Religious Extremism at the beginning of June last.

In the short run, many see the serious threat of violence spreading during the ongoing election campaign. No one should take it lightly. But perhaps an alert caretaker regime can tackle and minimise its incidence by competent law and order arrangements. But the nature of differences —- ideological —- makes objective observers apprehensive for the future. The country is already polarised. Thanks to its ideological underpinnings, that are deep and permanent, trend toward violence not only threatens to persist but is likely to go on getting worse. It is a radical polarisation born of two separate perceived identities: one emphasises the Bengalee language, culture and a recognisable etho and sustains its Bengalee nationalism. Awami League champions it. BNP, despite the horrendous events of 1971 —- in fact a civil war —- and monumental ideological confusions and ambivalence towards West Pakistanis emphasises the Islamic, or at least, the Muslim character of Bangladesh. BNP takes Muslims’ pre-1947 separatist struggle seriously that began mainly with the partition of Bengal (1905) and the birth of Muslim League in Dhaka (1906). Ideologically it perceives links, if not continuity, with the Nineteenth Century popular (Islamic) movements. BNP thus champions a Muslim persona for Bangladesh and has articulated a Bangladeshi (Muslim) nationalism in contradistinction to AL’s Bengalee Nationalism.

This cleavage is deeply rooted. It was a historic dilemma that faced the Bengalee Muslims in the Nineteenth and Twentieth centuries: both personae could not seamlessly coalesce into one and grow organically into one. And yet there has been the evolution of a common Bengalee language, literature, folk, arts, fables and even traditions. In short the Muslims were significant authors or creators of the Bengalee ethos and culture. But they were also heirs to what history has bequeathed: Islamic identity of the rulers of Bengal before 1757, the social transformation, the British wrought, the resulting penury of the majority, the juxtaposition of Muslim persona with the lowly status as non-owning tenants of mainly Hindu landlords, the rise of the purely Hindu revivalist ideas and the birth of Hindu and Muslim communalisms circa the closing decades of the Nineteenth Century. It is obvious that these communal identities soon clashed, thanks to both the myopia of local leaders and the colonial rulers were alert enough to promptly take advantage of that clash. In a way, Hindu-Muslim problem of historical India had its worst manifestation in Bengal.

BNP ideologues, often outside its ranks, can be said to rely more on this historical legacy and seem to have taken the Pakistan Army’s 1971 crackdown as a sort of huge aberration about which they are basically ambivalent. It would seem that this school views that West Pakistanis were merely wrong in being neglectful in 1971 and that the rake, Gen. Yahya Khan, was a murderous tyrant who just should not have been. Just that. Otherwise Pakistan was OK and its basic ideas —- concerning Islamic solidarity and brotherhood — were OK too. AL’s ideologues do not read recent history in this fashion.

Although AL was born in Muslim League’s womb and all its original leaders were Muslim Leaguers who had struggled to bring Pakistan into being; but they quickly revised their opinions after studying Pakistan’s sociology, power structure and demographical unsustainability. They saw the West Pakistani ethos, sustained by a definite economic and political structure, to be incompatible with the ethos of Bengal, even East Bengal. They soon despaired of Pakistan ever becoming a free, democratic and plural polity. A bureaucratic-military coterie had cornered power as far back as 1953, if not 1951. It was a Punjabi-determined group that was determined to preserve the feudal social order. This coterie could do that because the authentic leadership of West Pakistani wing of Muslim League —- all big landlords —- had united in panic behind this group. West Pakistani deputies’ sole purpose was to prevent the Bengalees from forming a government-dominated by themselves, thanks to their overall majority. For which reason they obstructed constitution making so that free elections may not be held. For the Bengali part of the same Muslim League, it was too hard a fact to believe. They took most of 1950s to assimilate it. But Ayub Khan’s Martial Law (1958) and his long innings convinced them that they have no place in Pakistan except as an exploited colony. So they were forced to look at, and go back to, their Bengalee roots. Hence their allegiance to Bengalee Nationalism.

There is a question to be answered here. Why was West Pakistani landlord leadership of Muslim League so much against their Bengalee colleagues? There was no such reservation during the Pakistan Movement (1937 to 1947). There is no real explanation for the significant change after 1947 except what is this writer’s hypothesis. It runs thus: Muslim League’s eastern wing, immediately after creating a new government for the new East Bengal province, went about the business of implementing land reforms they had promised. What came naturally to them was total abolition of absentee landlordism and they did so without compensation. The state and the actual tiller of the land came to deal directly with each other without an intermediary. The West Pakistani landlords were aghast at this Bolshevik-seeming approach. So in a state of shock and panic they decided to move heaven and earth to prevent these “irresponsible” Bengalees from coming to power. So they sought the help from the bureaucracy —- that comes natural to landlords in West Pakistan to preserve their authority over their own tenants —- which in its turn had to take the aid of Army. Later Army Generals subordinated everybody in Pakistan —- the situation has lasted to this day. Maybe a sociologist would say when the West Pakistani aristocrats came in direct touch for making a constitution and running the federal government the ethnic differences made them ‘us’ and ‘they’. West Pakistani landlords seeking aid from a largely Punjabi bureaucracy and Army manifested the salience of ethnicity.

The AL view is based on its experience of reality that Pakistan was. It could not and did not excuse the murder and mayhem that Pakistan army inaugurated early in 1971 with a Christ-like observation: ‘Lord forgive them. They know not what they are doing’. West Pakistanis had through, hard action, rejected the Bengalee Muslims, turning their backs on concepts like Islamic solidarity and brotherhood, not to say democratic values. Bengalee Muslims then had no option but to fall back on the only other hard reality there was: Bengalee language, literature, folk tales and traditions; in short the Bengalee ethos.

But not all East Bengalees were Awami Leaguers. For many, Muslim League’s original Muslim communalism, based virtually on anti-Hindu sentiment, remained the preferred political allegiance. The Hindus for him —- Bengalee Hindu, that is —- was a nearer and more cognisable reality. Relationship with him was adversarial. That strand seems to be symbolised by BNP today. Extremism is a common streak in Bengal. Thus the clash between BNP and AL is not the same thing as British Labour’s and Conservatives’s daily cut and thrust. In Britain, there is not much disagreement over what the British persona and ethos are and what sort of country the UK should become. Here the clash is of basic nature, what should be the cultural description of Bangladeshi? Is he or is he not a Bengalee nationalist? Or is somehow his being a Muslim make him distinct from other speakers of a common Bengalee language?

It is important to emphasise that if the people in Bangladesh are not careful, the escalation of this ceaseless struggle between BNP and AL —- sustained as it is by conflicting ideologies of Bengalee Nationalism and the

so-called Bangladeshi Nationalism —- can escalate into a bloody civil war. Both sides can suffer horribly, especially if the Army gets involved. It had better be resolved through rational arguments based on democracy’s norm of tolerance of all dissent and a happy acceptance of all pluralism and coexistence of differing ideas, associations, beliefs and religions. There is no likelihood of a merger or synthesis between these two nationalisms. But in a democracy they both can and should coexist. At any rate, both sides have to account for their own implicit contradictions: as for Bengalee Nationalism, based as it is on common language, culture, traditions of Bengal, why should all Bengalees not live in one state? How can two Bengalee states be justified? Bangladeshi Nationalism has to account first for the failure of the Islamic solidarity in Pakistan and secondly what guarantee there can be that it will not recreate other local antagonisms in Bangladesh as it is not all inclusive? Why not mend ruptures by accepting democratic values and institutions in the true spirit?  


